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B. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Project Title: Yolo Bypass Management Strategy, Phase I1 

Amount Requested: $467,147 

Applicant Name(s): Yolo Basin Foundation 

Primary Contact: Robin Kulakow, Executive Director, Yolo Basin Foundation, P.O. Box 943, Davis, CA 
95617, Telephone: 530/756-7248, Fax: 530/757-4824, E-mail: robin@yolobasin.org 

Participants and Collaborators: Yolo Basin Foundation (YBF), Yolo Bypass Working Group (Working 
Group), Jones & Stokes 

Program Summary: The Working Group is proposing to conduct Phase I1 of the current Yolo Bypass 
Management Strategy (Management Strategy) project, funded through a CALFED grant from the 1998 
funding package. Contract management support would be provided by the Foundation. The project is 
proposed under the "Flood ManagementlSypasses as an Ecosystem Tool" topic area. The Working Group 
is a locally driven stewardship and stakeholder group of private landowners and water users in the Yolo 
Bypass (Bypass) and representatives ofother relevant agencies associated with the functions ofthe Bypass. 
The group was created with the management and organization assistance of the Foundation through the 
Management Strategy project. 

The project area is located in Yolo and Solano Counties on the west side of the lower Sacramento River 
in CALFED's ERPP ecozone 10 (Yolo Basin). The objective of the project is to continue the technical 
research, planning, and stakeholder development efforts begun under the current Management Strategy 
project to ensure existence of the necessary data, assurances, and support for implementation of potential 
habitat enhancement projects in the Bypass. The viability of future ecological enhancement in the Bypass 
is dependent on landowner and flood management agency willingness and participation. Additionally, 
there are uncertainties about the baseline ecological condition in the Bypass. This project would involve 
establishing such a baseline; continuing the Working Group public outreach process; conductinganalyses 
oE the costs and benefits associated with potential ecological enhancements; compensation for land-use 
changes; hydrologic and hydraulic impacts, and mitigation; and developing a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) addressing the assurances required by landowners and all other affected parties. 
Unless these tasks are completed, the viability and feasibility of additional ecological enhancements in the 
Bypass remain uncertain. 

The proposal includes seven hypotheses; the overall hypothesis is that private landowners can maintain 
their livelihoods and lifestyles while participating in ecological enhancement activities on their lands. The 
proposed project is a good-faith effort to ensure that the CALFED ERPP goals can be achieved in 
partnership with, rather than at the expense of, economic viability of Bypass landowners. The proposed 
project is intended to increase the likelihood of meeting CALFED's ERPP goals of achieving recovery of 
at-risk native species dependent on the San Francisco Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers Delta(Bay- 
Delta) and the Bypass; rehabilitating the natural processes in the Bay-Delta system to support natural 
aquatic and associated terrestrial biotic communities; maintaining and enhancing populations of selected 
species for sustainable commercial and recreational harvest; and protecting and restoring functional habitat 
types for public values such as recreation, scientific research, and aesthetics. 
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C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Working Group, with contract management support provided by the Yolo Basin Foundation 
(Foundation), proposes the following project entitled "Yolo Bypass Management Strategy, Phase II." This 
proposal is made under the "Flood Managemenmypasses as an Ecosystem Tool" topic area. The 
Foundation will be the responsible contracting party and fiscal manager for the project. The Working 
Group is a locally driven stewardship and stakeholder group of private landowners and water users in the 
Bypass and representatives of relevant agencies associated with the Bypass. The group was created with 
management and organization assistance from the Foundation through the ongoing Management Strategy 
project funded by a 1998 CALFED grant (Appendix A and Figure 1). The Working Group is not 
incorporated and therefore defers all fiscal management of the proposed project to the Foundation. 

Background: As part of CALFED, an ERPP was developed that outlines proposed goals, objectives, and 
restoration actions for the San Francisco Bay and the Bay-Delta. The Yolo Basin is identified in the ERPP 
as an Ecological Management Zone. Pages 334 through 352 of Volume I1 of the ERPP present a fairly 
comprehensive vision for the Yolo Basin, including discussion of ecological improvement goals and 
stressors focusing on specific ecological processes and habitats and stressors related to agricultural water 
use, gravel mining, water-borne contaminants, and invasive non-native species. 

1. Statement of the Problem 

a. Problem 

The ERPP discussion of the Yolo Basin does not address potential impacts to flood conveyance, land use, 
and water use that could be posed by ecological enhancements in the Bypass. It also does not discuss the 
economic impacts of such land-use changes to existing agricultural and duck club properties. Almost all 
of the lands within the Bypass are privately owned and are in agricultural production or managed 
wetland hunting clubs. Furthermore, all privately owned lands within the Yolo Bypass are under 
flowage easements managed by the State of California Reclamation Board for the purpose of 
ensuring the adequate and unencumbered flow of floodwaters through the lower Sacramento River 
Valley to the Bay-Delta. Lastly, the Bypass is considered by both the State Reclamation Board and 
the US .  Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to be at flood management design capacity based ou 
measured flows and stage levels during the 1986 flood event. 

The goal of current 1998 CALFED project is for the Working Group to develop a locally driven, long-term 
management strategy for the Bypass (Figure 1). The final product ofthe project will be a document titled 
the Yolo Bypass Management Strategy (Figure 2). This document will be completed in Summer of 2000 
and will outline preliminary measures to: 

rn maintain current flood conveyance capacity; 
= maintain current agricultural operations, managed duck clubs, and other land uses; 
= preserve and enhance existing habitat values; 

assist farmers with implementing economically feasible, "wildlife hendly" agricultural practices; 
improve fish passage, and spawning and rearing habitats; and 

= improve shorebird, waterfowl, and upland habitats. 

The Working Group has been meeting monthly since November 1999 with increasing numbers of 
landowners and other stakeholders attending each meeting. The meetings have been highly successful in 
organizing all interested parties into a cohesive group that is openly discussing land use, flood 
management, resource policy, economics, and ecological issues. 

Key concerns raised regarding ecological enhancement land-use changes have included the effects of such 
changes on avian game species populations and hunting yields and the associated economic impacts on 
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Figure 1 

Management Strategy for the Yolo Bypass 
Information Sheet 

Study Introduction and Purpose 
The Yolo Basin Foundation (Foundation) has 
received a CALFED Bay-Delta Program 
(CALFED) grant to develop a long-term strategy 
for managing fish and wildlife habitat while 

flood control in the Yolo Bypass (Bypass). The 
maintaining agricultural economic viability and 

grant will fund a year long process that will 
bring the landowners, agencies, and other 
stakeholders in the Bypass together to develop 
mutually beneficial strategies. The project will 
produce a report documenting the proposed 
Management Strategy (Strategy), as well as other 
documents focusing on consensus-based 
management scenarios for habitat, agriculture, 

consistent with agricultural, flood control, and 
flood control, and recreational activities 

recreational uses. 

The Bypass has great potential for providing 
wildlife habitat while continuing agricultural 
land use. The adverse effects of recent floods 
on farm economics make this an opportune time 
to examine the management of the Bypass as a 
whole. Proposed changes to the Sacramento 
River Flood Control Project also make a case 

developing a locally based vision for the Bypass. 
for initiating stakeholder discussions and 

The Foundation believes that local stakeholders 
should have direct input in creating a vision for 
the Bypass that protects their interests while 
also helping to guide projects proposed by others. 

The primary goal of the project is to foster 
stakeholder stewardship of the Bypass in order 
to encourage practices that protect and enhance 
fish and wildlife habitat while respecting and 
maintaining economic viability of agriculture 
and other uses. The Foundation is committed to 
maintaining landowners' flexibility and ability to 

be recommended for lands of willing participants. 
farm economically. Strategic solutions will only 

Key Characteristics of the Strategy: 
The process for developing the Strategy will 
be driven by directly affected stakeholders. 
The process will include input from other 
interested local and agency stakeholders. 

involving willing landowners and other 
stakeholders. 

* The Strategy will recommend, but will not 
implement, an array of management scenarios. 

The Strategy will focus on voluntary measures 

Key Objectives of the Strategy: 
Maintain current flood conveyance capacity. 
Maintain current agricultural and other 

Preserve existing habitat values. 
land uses. 

Assist farmers with implementing 
economically feasible and "wildlife friendly" 
agricultural practices. 

rearing habitat. 
Improve fish passage, spawning, and 

Improve shorebird and waterfowl habitat. 

Potential Components of the Strategy: 
Modifying flood control structures for 
operational flexibility and improved 
fish passage. 
Improving connectivity of existing habitat. 
Proposing an array of projects for improving 
wetland and riparian habitats that provide the 
greatest habitat benefit without jeopardizing 
flood conveyance capacity. 
Recommending easements and fee title 
acquisitions for habitat improvement while 
maintaining agriculture land uses. 

ab yolo basfn foundation 
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Figure 1 continued 
Study Area 
TheYolo Bypass is a leveed 59,000-acre floodplain i n  
Yolo and Solano Counties. As part of the Sacramento 
River Flood Conhol Project, it carries floodwaters from 
the Sacramento, Feather, and American Rivers and 
their tributaries into the Sacramento-San Joaquin River 
Delta. It provides flood protection to the Cities of 
Sacramento, West Sacramento, Davis, and Woodland; 
agricultural land for a variety of fanning uses; and 
riparian and wetland habitats. In years when it  floods, 
the Bypass is a migration route and a spawning and 
rearing area for many sensitive Bay-Delta fish species. 
It also provides habitat for shorebird, waterfowl, and 
terrestrial species. Large areas within the Yolo Bypass 
are currently managed for wildlife habitat, including 
theVic FazioYolo Wildlife Area, Conaway Ranch, and 
the duck clubs in the south Bypass. 

Yolo Basin Foundation 
The Foundation is the nonprofit organization that 
initiated and coordinated the effort to create the 
Vic FazioYolo Wildlife Area beginning in 1990. 
It is interested in finding balanced solutions for 
expanding habitat opportunities while maintaining 

conveyance system in the Bypass. The Foundation's 
a viable agricultural economy and floodwater 

Executive Director, Robin Kulakow, is project manager 
for the Management Strategy. Jones &Stokes 
Associates is under contract with the Foundation to 
provide technical and strategic expertise. 

Stakeholders 
Stakeholders in this project include landowners, fanners, 
duck club owners, and residents; state, federal, and 
local agencies; local elected officials; and local 
watershed and other nonprofit groups. 

Contact Information 
If you wish to comment on, or participate in, this 
project, please contact Robin Kulakow, Yolo Basin 
Foundation, 530/756-7248. 

Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area 

S 



FIGURE 2 

Yolo Bypass Management Strategy 
Draft Document Outline 

May 15,2000 

I Introduction 
A. Location of Project 

B. Project Purpose 

C. Project Process 
1. Stakeholder Involvement 
2. Working Group 
3. CALFED 

D. Future of Project 

E. Related Past and Ongoing StudiesProjects 
1. Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture Suitability Analysis 
2. North Delta National Wildlife Refuge 
3. DWR-Fish Population Studies 
4. Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture Hydrologic Analysis for the Vic Fazio 

5. Corps Comprehensive Study 

F. Public Agencyfinstitutional Interests 

Yolo Wildlife Area 

I1 Existing Land Use Conditions in Bypass 
A. Economicskand Use 

1. Agriculture 
2. Duck Clubs 
3. Existing Easements 

a. Flowage Easements 
b. Conservation Easements 

4. Public Ownership 
5. Other 

B. Flood Conveyance 

Yalo Bypass Management Strategy 
DraR Repan Outline 

1 May IS. 2000 



FIGURE 2 - continued 

C. Physical Processes 
1. Groundwater 
2. Hydrology 
3. Soils 

D. Water Use 
1. Surface 
2. Groundwater 
3. Timing 

E. Habitat 
1. Dry (non-flood) Conditions 

a. Agricultural Land 
b. Duck Clubs 
c. Irrigation Ditches 
d. Tule CanalRoe Drain 
e. Sloughs 
f. Ponded Areas 
g. Established Habitat Areas 

2. Flooded Conditions 
a. Fish Habitat 
b. Shorebird Habitat 
c.. Other 

3. Conclusions-Status/Quality/Benefits of Existing Habitat 

111 Assurances Required by Stakeholders for Habitat Enhancement Activities 
A. Maintenance of Economic Viability 

1. Timing, Frequency and Duration of Flooding 
2. Duck Club/Sanctuary Issue 

B. Protection of Lifestyle 

C. Fair Compensation 

D. Safe Harbor 

E. Memorandum of Understanding/Acknowledgment of Working Group as Advisory 
Entity 

Yolo Bypass Management Suateg) 
Draft Repon Outline 

2 May IS ,  2000 



FIGURE 2 - continued 

IV 

V 

VI 

VI1 

Opportunities for Potential Habitat Expansion in Bypass 
A. Likely Target Species 

B. Potential Alternatives 
1. Habitat-Friendly Farming 
2. Triple Cropping (fall flooding for shorebirds, winter flooding for fish, and 

3. Expansion of Habitat Along Drainage Ditches/Sloughs 
4. Expansion of Habitat Along Tule CanaVToe Drain 
5. Creation of Additional Ponded Areas 

spring-summer agricultural crops) 

C. Conclusions 
1. Primary Likely Benefits 
2. Compatibility with Current Land Uses 

Limits toRestrictions on Habitat Creation and Possible Mitigating Actions 
A. Flood Conveyance Requirements 

1. Reclamation Board’s Position 
2. Potential Solutions 

B. Economic Viability 
1. Effects of Flooding (timing, frequency, duration) on Agricultural Viability 
2. Crop Types 
3. Duck Club/Sanctuary Issue 

Additional Studies Required to Select, Design, and Implement Potential Projects 
A. Hydraulics & Hydrology Modeling 

1. Effects of Habitat Creation on Flood Conveyance, Frequency, and Duration 
2. Effects of Proposed Projects on Neighboring Lands 

B. Economic Analysis of Fair Compensation 

C. Effectiveness of Habitat Creation-Monitoring of Installed Projects 

Monitoring of Future Habitat Creation Projects 
A. Methods of Monitoring and Reporting 

Yolo Bypass Management Strategy 
Draft Repon Outline 

3 May 15.2000 



F I G U R E  2 - continued 

VI11 Conclusions 
A. S u m m a r y  of Requirements to Keep Stakeholder Support 

B. S u m m a r y  of Potential Overall Habitat and Land Use Benefits of Potential Projects 

C. Future of the Project 
1. Role of Working Group 
2. CALFED Proposal for Fiscal Year 2001 

Appendices 
1. Working Group Members 
2. Additional Stakeholders 
3. Existing EasementKompensation Programs 
4. Habitat-Friendly Farming References 
5. Species Lists 
6.  North Delta National Wildlife Refuge-Current Status Report 
7. Bibliography of Related Studies 

Yolo Bypass Management Strategy 
Drali Report Outline 

4 May IS. 2000 



duck clubs; reduced crop yields from flood damages, increased pests and diseases, and shortened growing 
seasons; increased costs of flood-control infrastructure; increased operations and maintenance costs to 
remediate the effects offlooding; reduced farmable acreage; and possible restrictions on current operations 
as a result of the potential introduction of special-status species on or near agricultural or duck club 
properties. 

The landowners have expressed a general willingness to discuss ecological enhancement activities and 
land-use changes in the Bypass provided that certain factors are comprehensively addressed. These factors 
include: 

fair market compensation to private landowners for land-use changes; 
analysis of and mitigation for hydrologic and hydraulic impacts of land-use changes; and 
acknowledgment, in the form of an MOU signed by all affected parties within the Bypass and all 
organizations having a vested interest in the Bypass of the Working Group as the primary 
organization that should provide advice on future land use in the Bypass. In particular, the MOU 
should address "safe harbor" issues so that special-status species can be protected but landowners 
may maintain their economically important operations. 

b. Conceptual Model 

The viability of future ecological enhancement projects in the Bypass is dependent on landowner and flood 
management agency willingness and participation. Without such support, the likelihoodofsuccess ofsuch 
projects is limited. While anecdotal and scientific data that provide a strong basis of the ecological 
importance of the Bypass exist, no qualitative or quantitative analyses have been conducted in the Bypass 
(or any other State Flood Control Project bypass) to better understand the costs and benefits associated 
with potential ecological enhancements, land compensation, hydrologic and hydraulic impacts and 
mitigation, and continued relevant govemmentaVprivate landowner communication. Additionally, an 
analysis of existing habitat in the Bypass to ascribe it a baseline value has not been done. Without such 
an analysis, it remains uncertain if proposed ecological enhancements in the Bypass are viable or feasible 
(Figure 3). 

c. Hypotheses Being Tested 

The objective of the proposed project is to address the aforementioned landowner concerns to 
accommodate future ecological enhancements while protecting landowner interests. The tasks presented 
in this proposal are considered a continuation of the important work and dialogue initiated by the Working 
Group. The tasks will focus on conducting highly refined applied science to analyze specific technical, 
economic, and policy factors associated with proposed ecological enhancements in the Bypass and on the 
cumulative analysis of these factors in the context of costs and benefits. The project will also include a 
postproject monitoring effort to determine its success and the appropriateness of applying similar projects 
in similar flood bypass areas. Specifically, the project will focus on the following hypotheses: 

The level of compensation that farmers and duck club managers are willing to accept in exchange 
for their participation in ecological enhancement programs differs based on several variables. The 
Working Group believes that win-win situations for ecological enhancement on agricultural lands 
can occur where agricultural profitability is currently low because of flood hazards or low cropland 
suitability; the landowner has chosen to make a land-use andor lifestyle change; andor potential 
ecological productivity is high and financial compensation for such productive lands nears, meets, 
or exceeds existing economic returns. 

Similarly, the Working Group believes that win-win situations for additional ecological 
enhancement on duck club properties are likely to occur where water delivery and quality are not 
compromised and compensation for additional land-use changes are commensurate with any 
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additional operations and maintenance costs associated with such changes. Furthermore, such 
mutually beneficial situations must be compatible with the numerous state and federal agency 
easements presently held on the majority of Bypass duck clubs that require specific land and water 
management practices to support resident waterfowl and other species. 

Providing information on the typical financial consequences of shallow water flooding and other 
ecological enhancement activities will increase landowners’ willingness to participate in ecological 
enhancement programs. 

Providing information on the typical benefits and costs associated with implementing ecological 
enhancements in the Bypass will help restoration program managers identify properties that would 
be economically feasible to include in enhancement programs and would allow further public 
education and dialogue regarding these sensitive land-use modifications. 

Site-sensitive hydrologic and hydraulic modeling that is additive to existing and ongoing macro- 
level modeling efforts by the Corps needs to be developed to assess hypothetical site-specific 
habitat scenarios throughout the Bypass. Such an effort would define the potential micro-level 
effects of ecological enhancement activities on adjacent landowners and would also be necessary 
to assess potential effects ofsuch activities on the overall flood conveyance capacity of the Bypass. 

An MOU between landowners, resource agencies, and other parties with an interest in the Bypass 
is critical to the overall CALFED goal of ecological enhancement in the Bypass. The emphasis 
of the MOU should be to link the dialogue developed through the current Management Strategy 
project to actual implementation of projects that enhance ecological values and protect the 
economic viability and lifestyles associated with existing land uses. 

Identification and assessment of the relative costs and benefits of potential ecological 
enhancements in the Bypass will expand the body ofknowledge needed for implementation of such 
projects in this location and, potentially, other flood bypasses. Such analysis will require 
determination of baseline conditions and the value of these conditions. 

A post-project monitoring effort that focuses on general stewardship processes and, in particular, 
on critical decision-making nodes during such a process, is necessary to determine the value and 
applicability of this type of locally based planning process. This is important not only in the 
Bypass, but for other bypass areas and the larger CALFED study area. This monitoring effort is 
integral to CALFED’s adaptive management principles. 

The technical basis for these hypotheses comes from 8 months of work by the Working Group and a 
significant library of reference materials (Appendix B). 

2. Proposed Scope of Work 

a. Project Location 

The Bypass is located in Yolo and Solano Counties on the west side of the lower Sacramento River 
(Figures 4a and 4b), in CALFED’s ERPP ecozone 10 (Yolo Basin). The site is entirely within the 
boundaries of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project. The center point of the project area is 
62 1600,4267200, coordinate system, UTM Zone 10, datum NAD 27. 

b. Project Approach 

As previously stated, there are seven key hypotheses that, if tested, will expand the body of knowledge 
necessary to support the successful implementation of ecological enhancement projects and the 
maintenance of private landowners’ economic viability in the Bypass. These hypotheses are addressed 
below as specific tasks that would be performed under the proposed project. The Working Group and the 
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Foundation propose that Jones & Stokes continue as the technical and facilitation subconsultant for this 
phase of the project. Figure 5 shows a proposed timeline for the project. 

As stated in the Conceptual Model, the proposed tasks are all integral to gaining landowner and flood 
management agency to support and potential participationin possible future habitat enhancement activities 
in the Bypass. Therefore, all of the proposed tasks are inseparable. The project could be funded 
incrementally to the extent that the project schedule is not altered significantly. Payments could be made 
following completion of milestones or based on periods ofperfonnance as long as neither the Foundation 
nor its subconsultant is expected to work significantly in arrears. 

Task 1. Continue Bypass Working Group Meetings. For the following tasks to be effective, the open 
communication that has been successfully fostered between members of the Working Group, agency 
representatives, and technical experts needs to continue. Working Group meetings are organized by the 
Foundation with support from meeting facilitators, and include presentations by technical specialists from 
the private and public sectors. This task would include: 

organization and facilitation of Working Group and subcommittee meetings; 
development, distribution, and revision of meeting minutes; and 
coordination of guest speakers, meeting topics, and meeting agendas. 

Expected Products/Outcomes: Meeting minutes, agendas, and technical memoranda. 

Start Date: March 2001. Completion Date: May 2002. Budget: $1 15,142. 

Task 2. Fair Market Compensation for Ecological Enhancement Land-use Changes. A technical 
team including a farm appraiser, an agricultural economist, a waterfowl habitat management specialist, a 
restoration ecologist, and a hydrologist will assist the Working Group in identifying the changes in land 
use that could result from proposed ecological enhancement activities in the Bypass. This will include 
analyses of numerous habitat suitability distribution scenarios. The analyses will also identify the effects 
such changes would likely have on agricultural operating costs, cropping patterns, crop yields, crop 
revenues, water use, and profitability; and on waterfowl populations, hunting yields, water and habitat 
management, existing conservation easements, and water quality and disease management on duck clubs. 
The objective of this analysis is to provide information to farmers and duck club managers in the Bypass 
to help them evaluate the financial consequences oftheir participation in ecological enhancement programs 
and the reasonableness ofmonetary compensation for participating in such activities, which could include: 

creating seasonal shallow-water habitat for native fishes, 
enhancing and creating habitat comdors associated with water conveyance facilities, 
creating riparian habitat in areas not critical to conveyance of flood flows, and 
implementing other habitat-friendly farming practices. 

This task would involve: 

rn interviewing real estate appraisal specialists working on federal, state, private, and non- 
governmental organization habitat restoration programs to assess the range of compensation levels 
that have historically been accepted for participation; 

interviewing farmers, reclamation and imgation district managers, and duck club managers in the 
Bypass and at other Central Valley restoration sites to identify management responses they are 
likely to make to specified changes in flooding and vegetative cover (in other words, including 
adjustments Bypass land managers have already made in response to recent increases in flooding 
duration and frequency); 

analyzing the likely effects of existing flowage easements on compensation levels; 
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identifying the key variables (for example, fann size/duck club size, elevation, soils, levee 
protection, drainage improvements, and location) that affect agricultural and managed habitat costs 
associated with land-use changes; and 

estimating a reasonable range of compensation levels for specified changes in flooding or 
implementing specified ecological enhancement activities. 

Expected ProductdOutcomes: A technical report summarizing a reasonable range of compensation 
levels for various levels of participation in restoration programs. 

Start Date: March 2001. Completion Date: April 2001. Budget: $95,474. 

Task 3. Hydrology and Hydraulics Modeling. A hydrology and hydraulics modeling analysis will be 
conducted to evaluate the effects ofpotential land-use changes on flood conveyance capacity and localized 
flood frequency and duration. A technical team including a hydrologist, a hydrologic modeler, a fluvial 
geomorphologist, and agency specialists (likely from the Corps, the State Reclamation Board, and the 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) Floodplain Management Division) will oversee model 
development. 

Our hypothesis is that a one-dimensional flow model (HEC-RAS or UNET) calibrated to match the results 
of previous two-dimensional models ( M A - 2  modeling by the Corps) will be a versatile and less 
expensive analysis tool capable of simulating a full range of flows (for example, 500 cfs to 500,000 cfs) 
and management measures with sufficient accuracy to meet the infopnation needs of flood management 
agencies. 

Model development will include the following steps: 

meet with DWR, the Corps, and the State Reclamation Board to obtain concurrence on the 
modeling approach; 

develop a hydraulics model that simulates the effects of potential ecological enhancement projects 
on: 

- localized planned inundation to create floodplain habitat, 
- flood risk and irrigation operations on neighboring parcels, and 
- flood stages along the Bypass during major floods; 

rn meet with DWR and the State Reclamation Board to present modeling results and seek approval 
of the model as a basis for decisions regarding proposed projects in the Bypass; 

survey bathymetry and roughness conditions along the Tule CanaVToe Drain to obtain data needed 
for accurate simulation of flows in the Tule CanaliToe Drain; 

simulate the effects of potential ecological enhancement projects on lands of willing participants 
and neighboring landowners, including: 

- identify relatively low areas along the floodplain adjacent to the Tule CanaVToe Drain that 

- simulate the inundated areas that would result from excavation andor weirs that would be 

- simulate the effects of selected project locations and designs on flood stages along the Bypass 

would be suited for controlled inundation, 

included in proposed projects, and 

and possibly also simulating potential mitigation measures. 
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Expected Products/Outcomes: 

technical memoranda will document analysis methodology approved by D m ,  DFG, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, and the State Reclamation Board for the simulation of potential 
vegetation and terrain modifications; 

survey methods and data, and model design, input, and calibration; and 

the simulated effects of proposed projects on flood stages and the effectiveness of potential 
mitigation measures. 

Start Date: March 2001. Completion Date: July 2001. Budget: $86,598. 

Task 4. Memorandum of Understanding. The Management Strategy report will discuss potential 
ecological enhancement activities that the Working Group is willing to consider. The report will outline 
assurances required by landowners for them to agree to such activities. 

Under this task, an MOU would be developed between the Working Group and the relevant local, state, 
and federal entities. The MOU would be a critical step towards implementing ecological enhancement 
projects and would: 

formally establish the Working Group as the public review and advisory body for any public 
actions proposed for the Bypass, and 

further define and formalize the assurances outlined in the Management Strategy report and 
establish the Working Group as a key body overseeing implementation of the Management 
Strategy. 

Key components of the MOU could include protection of private property rights, agreement on "safe 
harbor" assurances with regard to special status species, maintenance of flood conveyance capacity, and 
protection of existing economic viability. 

This task would include the following steps: 

conduct Working Group and subcommittee meetings to identify appropriate MOU signatories and 
develop initial draft language for the MOU, 
organize meetings between all signatories to further refine the MOU and address concerns, 
develop a draft MOU for submittal to all signatories for review, 
conduct Working Group meetings to finalize the MOU, and 
develop the final MOU for submittal to all signatories for signing. 

Expected ProductslOutcomes: An MOU between the Working Group and the relevant local, state, and 
federal entities. 

Start  Date: March 2001. Completion Date: December 2001. Budget: $27,104. 

Task5. Benefit and Cost Analysis ofEcologicalEnhancement Opportunities. Informationdeveloped 
through Tasks 2,3, and 4 will be interpreted to identify and estimate the major economic benefits and costs 
associated with additional ecological enhancement in the Bypass. Types of potential benefits to be 
addressed could include, but are not limited to: 

the ecological benefits of expanded riparian, wetland, and upland habitats including increased 
viability of populations of special-status species; 

increased abundance of commercially and recreationally important fish species; 

increased opportunities for recreational wildlife viewing; 
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. reduced flood damages associated with conversion of flood-prone farmland; . increased early-season irrigation of farm lands associated with shallow-water native fish habitat 
projects, in dry years; . weed and pest management through early-season irrigation; . local and regional groundwater recharge effects; . decreased labor costs associated with agricultural and duck club water supply and delivery; . improved water management and conservation; and . increasedmigrant and resident populations ofwaterfowl and other recreationally and economically 
important avian game species. 

Types of potential costs to be addressed could include, but are not limited to: . reduced crop yields from flood damages, increased losses to pests and diseases, and a shortened 
growing season; . reduced opportunities to grow high-value crops resulting from prolonged periods of excessive soil 
moisture; 

4 increased costs of flood-control infrastructure and increased operations and maintenance costs to 
remediate the effects of flooding; . potential impacts to areas upstream of the Bypass (for example, Yuba and Sutter Counties) due to 
loss of flood conveyance capacity; . reduced farmable acreage associated with conversion of farmland to habitat; . reduced groundwater recharge from a reduction of rice production; . effects on the local economy of losses ofjobs and reduced purchases of agricultural equipment and 
materials if the quantity of land in agricultural production is reduced; . decreased hunting yields of waterfowl and upland avian game species resulting from increased 
acreage of adjacent non-hunted "sanctuary" habitats; and . increased disruption of farming operations and hunting opportunities resulting from increased 
public use and vehicular access in the Bypass. 

Some market data is available to assess some of the costs and benefits listed above. However, no data 
currently exist regarding the ecological and recreational benefits of ecological enhancement and the costs 
of such enhancements to duck-club hunting operations. Indirect valuation methods will be used to assess 
these nonmarket values. For example, the applied economics literature will be reviewed to identify 
economic evaluations of similar enhancement programs to identify the key characteristics that determine 
their benefits and identify the range of values that has been attributed to similar programs in past studies. 
This effort could include an analysis ofthe effectiveness of existing conservation easement programs. The 
benefit-cost assessment will identify the key land characteristics that determine economic suitability for 
ecological enhancement. 

Expected Products/Outcomes: A technical report summarizing the range ofcosts and benefits associated 
with implementing additional ecological enhancement on farmlands and duck clubs in the Bypass. 

Start Date: August 2001. Completion Date: January 2002. Budget: $92,449. 
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Task 6. Post-Project Monitoring. The current Management Strategy project and its proposed second 
phase are innovative processes intended to achieve many of CALFED’s goals. An understanding of the 
effectiveness of these processes, and of how to improve upon them, will be essential for more widespread 
development and implementation ofprojects that meet CALFED’s goals for flood bypasses in the Central 
Valley. To gain this critical perspective, this phase of the project will conclude with an evaluation of the 
process to date, including: . an evaluation of the effectiveness of the process in analyzing costs versus benefits of potential 

habitat enhancement activities and land-use changes; . an assessment ofthe effectiveness ofthe process in establishing fair market compensation formulas 
for land-use changes on private land intended to benefit habitat; . an evaluation of the Working Group process as a model for public participation in habitat 
enhancement projects involving private lands; and . an analysis of how critical decision-making occurred, whether such decision-making resulted in 
equitable and mutually beneficial solutions, and how this could be improved. 

This task would include the following steps: . conduct Working Group meetings and subcommittee meetings to discuss the effectiveness of the 
project process and to make recommendations for improving similar fume projects; 

meet with regulatory and funding agencies to discuss the effectiveness and usefulness ofthe project 
process and recommendations for improving similar future projects; . develop a draft post-project monitoring document; . submit the post-project monitoring document for review by the Working Group and relevant local, 
state, and federal regulatoly and funding agencies; and . develop a final post-project monitoring document. 

Expected ProductslOutcomes: Post-project monitoring document discussing the effectiveness of the 
project process and recommending guidelines and improvements for similar future projects. 

Start Date: March 2002. Completion Date: May 2002. Budget: $27,713. 

Task 7. Project Management. The Foundation, on behalf of the Working Group, will provide project 
management support for this project. These efforts will include: . oversight of the subconsultant and associated billings; 

coordination with appropriate funding agencies and CALFED ERPP staff; . project presentations at annual CALFED review meetings; . preparation of quarterly financial and project progress reports for submittal to CALFED; . oversight of project progress, schedules, and budget; and 
H preparation of a final project report for submittal to CALFED. 

Start Date: February 2001. Completion Date: May 2002. Budget: $27,667, 

Public Outreach and Local Involvement. All public outreach and local involvement requirements 
identified on pages 52 and 61 ofthe PSP are addressed in this proposal, since the proposedproject consists 
of a local involvement process. All relevant parties are involved and support the project. 
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D. APPLICABILITY TO CALFED ERP GOALS AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AND CVPIA 
PRIORITIES 

1. ERP Goals and CVPIA Priorities 

The proposed project is a good-faith effort to ensure that the CALFED ERPP goals can be achieved in 
partnership with, rather than at the expense of, economic viability of Bypass landowners. The proposed 
project is to intended increase the likelihood of achieving the following CALFED ERPP goals (where 
appropriate): 

Goal 1: Achieve recovery of at-risk native species dependent on the Delta and the Bypass and minimize 
the need for future endangered species listings by reversing downward population trends of native species 
that are not listed (Figure 6). 

rn All Priority Group I species (Table 4-1, ERPP) are included under this goal, and 
rn All Priority Group I1 species (Table 4-1, ERPP) are included under this goal. 

Goal 2: Rehabilitate natural processes in the Bay-Delta system to support natural aquatic and associated 
terrestrial biotic communities. 

rn Manage Bypass canals and waterways so that they may allow shallow water habitats to be created 
at economically viable times and locations. 

rn Increase estuarine productivity by allowing for creation of increased habitat in the Bypass that can 
contribute increased carbon-based detrital material into the nutrient cycle of the Bay-Delta. 

rn Reestablish inundation of floodplain-like areas where such inundation is economically and 
seasonally compatible with agricultural and duck club management practices, using control 
methods such as removing and rebuilding small control berms. 

Goal 3: Maintain and enhance populations of selected species for sustainable commercial and recreational 
harvest consistent with Goals 1 and 2. 

4 enhance populations of waterfowl for hunting and for other recreation; and 
rn maintain fisheries for striped bass, white sturgeon, and non-native game fishes. 

Goal 4: Protect or restore functional habitat types for public values such as recreation, scientific research, 
and aesthetics. 

rn restore aquatic, wetland, andriparianhabitats in the Bypass where compatible with private land-use 
and flood conveyance requirements; 

rn increase the area oftidal marsh by removing or breeching levees and opening lands to as much tidal 
action as possible where economically and functionally feasible and compatible with adjacent land 
uses; and 

rn manage portions of the Bypass as seasonal shallow water habitat where economically and 
functionally feasible and compatible with adjacent land uses. 

2. Relationship to Other Ecosystem Restoration Projects 

The members of the Working Group are voluntarily and willingly participating in this locally driven 
process because they believe it is important that their voices be heard and that they have an influence on 
potential future habitat decisions in the Bypass. A general vision of the Management Strategy project is 
to create a mosaic of land uses in the Bypass that includes a variety of agricultural and managed habitat 
types, managed by a variety of private, public, and non-profit entities. 
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FIGURE 6: Yolo Bypass Species List 
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It is very important for CALFED decision-makers to realize that the authoring of and involvement in this 
proposal in no way reflects approval, by the Working Group of the proposed U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service North Delta National Wildlife Refuge. 



E. APPLICANT QUALIFICATIONS 

The project will be conducted under the direction of the Working Group and the Foundation. Jones & 
Stokes personnel will support the Foundation. The Foundation’s board of directors will provide guidance 
for the project. 

Yolo Bypass Working Group. The Working Group consists of private landowners and water users in 
the Bypass and representatives of local, state, and federal agencies associated with the Bypass. The 
Working Group was created with the assistance ofthe Foundation through a CALFED grant from the 1998 
funding package (Project No. 98E). 

Yolo Basin Foundation. The Foundation was founded in 1990 as a community based organization to 
support the establishment of the 3,700-acre DFG Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area (Wildlife Area). It is a 
nonprofit public benefit corporation dedicated to educating and inspiring people about wetlands and 
wildlife of the Central Valley. The 15-member board of directors represents a diverse group of 
stakeholders, from agriculture and waterfowl conservation to local government and the business 
community. Since 1990, the Foundation has also served as a clearinghouse for information on restoration 
activities and stakeholder concerns throughout the Yolo Basin. 

Key Foundation Staff: 

Contract Manager. Robin Kulakow will serve as the contract manager. As the Foundation’s 
Executive Director, Robin has extensive experience managing consultant contracts, including the 
current CALFED-funded Management Strategy project. Robin’s work led to the establishment of the 
Wildlife Area, a project that involved coordinating local, state, and federal agency interests and private 
landowners and water users in the Bypass. Issues successfully addressed through the Wildlife Area 
project included multiple stakeholder goals, water rights and availability, flood conveyance capacity, 
compatibility with adjacent agricultural and other land uses, achievement of ecological restoration 
goals, and negotiation of an MOU on endangered species and flood control signed by multiple 
agencies. Robin has a bachelor’s degree in soil science from U.C. Berkeley and a master of 
administration degree from U.C. Davis. 

Key Jones & Stokes Staff: 

Project Manager, Environmental Planner, and Facilitation Specialist. Dave Ceppos is a 
facilitatiodconflict resolution specialist and environmental planner with more than 15 years of 
experience with projects involving habitat enhancement efforts relating to agricultural land. Dave is 
the facilitator/mediator for CALFED’s North Delta Improvement Group, the Cosumnes River Task 
Force, the Mokelumne-Cosumnes Watershed Alliance, and the Cache Creek Stakeholders Group. 
Dave is the manager and facilitator of the Lower Butte Creek Project, a stakeholder-driven effort that 
focuses on developing mutually beneficial solutions for improving fish passage while maintaining the 
viability of agricultural, seasonal wetlands, and other habitats and land-use concerns. Dave is a 
Jones & Stokes’ project manager and chiefpublic involvement facilitator for the current Management 
Strategy project. Dave received a B.A. in landscape architecture from the University of 
Florida, Gainesville, in 1985. 

Economist. Nick Dennis is a resource economist and a registered professional forester with more than 
20 years of experience in natural resources planning. Nick prepared a statewide assessment of the 
impacts of farmland conversion in California and the agricultural element of the Sacramento County 
general plan update. Nick also assessed agricultural, economic, and fiscal impacts of the proposed 
North Delta National Wildlife Refuge (NDNW Refuge) as the project’s senior economics analyst. 
Nick received a Ph.D. in forest economics from the University of California, Berkeley, in 1981; and 
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an M.S. and a B.S. in forestry from the University of Wisconsin, Madison, in 1974 and 1972, 
respectively. 

Hydrologist. Gus Yates is a certified professional hydrologist with more than 17 years of experience 
in groundwater and surface-water-flow modeling and interactions between surface water, aquatic, and 
riparian habitats. Gus specializes in mathematical modeling and other analytical techniques to design 
alternatives for water supply, flood control, and habitat restoration projects and investigates their 
effects on water users and the environment. Gus conducted hydrologic analyses, including assessments 
of the effects of habitat restoration alternatives on flood conveyance capacity, for the environmental 
assessment for the proposed NDNW Refuge and is currently conducting hydrologic studies as part of 
the Management Strategy project. Gus received an M.S. in water science from the University of 
California, Davis, in 1985; and aB.A. in geology from Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
in 1979. Gus received certification as a professional hydrogeologist from the American Institute of 
Hydrology in 1992. 

Fish HabitaUPopulation Specialist. Warren Shad is a fishery biologist with more than 19 years of 
experience in fish population modeling, statistical design and application, impact analysis, and fishery 
management. Warren has extensive experience evaluating cause-and-effect relationships for fish 
species and integrating new information into impact assessment models. Warren is an expert on the 
life histories and habitat needs of fish species in the Delta and in rivers tributary to the Delta. Warren 
is currently assisting with investigating fish habitat enhancement options for the Bypass as part of the 
Management Strategy project. Warren received an M.S. in fisheries from Oregon State University, 
Corvallis, in 1984; andaB.S. in biology from Humboldt State University, Arcata, California, in 1972. 

Restoration Ecologist. Steve Chainey is a restoration ecologist with expertise in natural resource 
planning and ecological restoration. Steve contributed to natural resource management plans for the 
buffer lands ofthe Sacramento Wastewater Treatment Plant, the University ofCalifornia’s Putah Creek 
Riparian Reserve, the Wildlife Area, and the Management Strategy project. His wetland and riparian 
restoration projects include irrigation canal and slough revegetation for the Yolo County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District and wildlife and wetland habitat enhancements in flood detention 
basins for private developers and for City of Davis. Steve has additional expertise in the coordination 
of flood control plans and hydraulic modeling with vegetation management and landform design for 
habitat in floodways. Steve received an M.S. in range and wildlands science and a B.S. in landscape 
architecture from the University of California, Davis, in 1987 and 1984, respectively; and an A.A. in 
industrial electricity from the Electronics Institute, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in 1979. 

Potential Conflicts of Interest or Problems with Availability: The project team (the Working Group, 
the Foundation, and Jones & Stokes) does not have any conflicts of interest or any potential problem with 
availability to do the proposed work within the proposed timeline. 
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F. COST 

1. Budget 

The total budget for the proposed project is $467,147. The proposed project schedule is presented in 
Figure 5. The total project is expected to last for 15 months. The detailed cost breakdown is presented 
in Figure 7. Services to be provided by Jones & Stokes are reflected in the "Service Contracts" column 
of Figure 7. 

The Foundation uses an overhead rate of 32 percent. This rate was determined in accordance with Office 
of Management and Budget Circular A-I22 and the Guide for Nonprofit Organizations for preparing 
indirect-cost rate published by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. This is the rate the Foundation 
established for federal grants as required by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation for the 1998 
CALFED grant that is funding the ongoing Management Strategy project. The Foundation does not have 
an established rate for state funds as we have not been awarded any state funds requiring this recently. If 
state funds are awarded, it is anticipated that the same rate would be used. The overhead rate includes 
general office and organizations operations costs such as rent, office supplies, liability insurance, 
bookkeeping, telephone, administrative assistance, and management of general organizational 
requirements. Project management services account for 5.9 percent of the total proposed budget. 

-14- 
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G. LOCAL INVOLVEMENT 

Assemblywoman Helen MacLeod Thomson ofthe Eighth Assembly District has written a letter supporting 
the project. A copy of this letter is provided in Appendix C. 
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H. COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

All applicable state and federal forms are provided under Threshold Requirements. 

-16- 



I. LITERATURE CITED 

Please see the listing of reference materials located in Appendix B. 
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J. THRESHOLD REQUIREMENTS 

This section of the applicant’s proposal contains the following items. 

Letters of Notification 
Environmental Compliance Checklist 
Land Use Checklist 
State Forms 

Nondiscrimination Compliance 
Service & Consultant Service Contracts for $5,000 & Over with Nonpublic Entities 
Additional Standard Clauses 

Federal Forms 
STD 424 
STD 424A 
STD 424B 
DI-20 10 
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May 12,2000 

Lois Wolk 
Chair, Yolo County Board of Supervisors 
625 Court Street, Room 204 
Woodland, CA 95695 

Dear Lois, 

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation’s 
submittal of a Calfedproposal to conduct Phase I1 of the Yolo Bypass Management 
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Kulakow 
Executive Director 



May 12,2000 

Catherine McCarthy 
Senior Planner 
601 Texas Street 
Fairfield, CA 94533 

Dear Catherine, 

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation's 
submittal of a Calfed'proposal to conduct Phase I1 of the Yolo Bypass Management 
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Kulakow 
Executive Director 



May 12,2000 

Margit Aramburu 
Executive Director 
Delta Protection Commission 
14215 River Road 
P.O. Box 530 
Walnut Grove, CA 95690 

Dear Margit, 

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yo10 Basin Foundation’s 
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase I1 of the Yolo Bypass Management 
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Kulakow 
Executive Director 



May 12,2000 

Skip Thomson 
Solano Board of Supervisors 
5752 Weber Road 
Vacaville, CA 95687 

Dear Skip, 

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation's 
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase I1 of the Yolo Bypass Management 
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Kulakow 
Executive Director 



May 12,2000 

Assemblywoman Helen Thomson 
8* Assembly District 
Capitol Building, Room 4140 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Helen. 

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation’s 
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase I1 of the Yolo Bypass Management 
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Kulakow 
Executive Director 



May 12,2000 

David Morrison 
Yolo County Planning Department 
292 W. Beamer 
Woodland, CA 95695-25 1 1 

Dear David. 

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation's 
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase I1 of the Yolo Bypass Management 
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Kulakow 
Executive Director 



May 12,2000 

Dave Feliz 
Wildlife Area Manager 
Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 
4521 1 County Road 32 B 
Davis, CA 95616 

Dear Dave. 

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation's 
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase I1 of the Yolo Bypass Management 
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Kulakow 
Executive Director 



Environmental Compliance Checklist 

All applicants must fill out this Environmental Compliance Checklist. Applications must contain answers to the 
following questions to be responsive and to be considered for funding. Failure to answer these auestions and 
include them with the auulication will result in the application beinp considered nonresuonsive and not 
considered for fundine. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Do any of the actions included in the proposal require compliance with either the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), or both? 

" * 
YES NO 

If you answered yes to # 1, identify the lead governmental agency for CEQAlTiEPA compliance. 

Lead Agency 

If you answered no to # 1, explain why CEQN NEPA compliance is not required f o r  the actions in the proposal. 

This proposal will result in no state or federal discretionary action that would be considered a project under CEQA or an action 
under NEPA. 

If CEQA/NEPA compliance is required, describe how the project will comply with either or both of these laws. Describe 
where the project is in the compliance process and the expected date of completion. 

Will the applicant require access across public or private property that the applicant does not own to accomplish the 
activities in the proposal? 

YES NO 

written permission f o r  access may result in disqualification of the proposal during the review process. Research and 
If yes, the applicant must attach written permission f or access from the relevant property owner@). Failure to include 

monitoring field projects for which specific field locations have not been identified will be required to provide access 
needs and permission for access with 30 days of notification of approval. 

The existing and proposed projects include all landowners in the Bypass. Should any particular site access be desired at a later 
date, this can be dealt with through the Working Group. 

x 



6. Please indicate what permits or other approvals may be required for the activities contained in your proposal. Check all 
boxes that apply. 

LOCAL 
Conditional use permit 
Variance 
Subdivision Map Act approval 
Grading permit 
General plan amendment 
Specific plan approval 
Rezone 
Williamson Act Contract 

Other 

None required 

.. 

cancellation 

@1 ease specify) 

STATE 
CESA Comnliance 
Streambed alteration permit 
CWA 5 401 certification 
Coastal development permit 
Reclamation Board approval 
Notification 
Other 

None required 

FlEDERAL 
ESA Consultation 
Rivers & Harbors Act permit 
CWA $404 permit 
Other 

None required 

. 

(please specify) 

(please specify) 

DPC = Delta Protection Commission 
CWA = Clean Water Act 
CESA = California Endangered Species Act 
USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
ACOE = US.  Army Corps of Engineers 

(CDFG) 
(CDFG) 
(RWQCB) 
(Coastal CommissiordBCDC) 

@PC, BCDC) 

(USFWS) 
(ACOE) 
(ACOE) 

ESA = Endangered Species Act 
CDFG = California Depament of Fish and Game 
RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board 
BCDC= Bay Conservation and Development C o r n .  



Land Use Checklist 

All applicants must fill out this Land Use Checklist for their proposal. Applications must contain answers to the 
following questions to be responsive and to be considered for funding. Failure to answer these auestions and 
include them with the application will result in the auplication beinp considered nonresponsive and not 
considered for fundinp. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Do the actions in the proposal involve physical changes to the land (i. e. grading, planting vegetation, or breeching levees) 
or restrictions in land use (i. e. conservation easement or placement of land in a wildlife refuge)? 

YES NO 
x 

If NO to # 1, explain what type of actions are involved in the proposal (i.e., research only, planning only). 

Economic analysis of land use compensation rates, hydraulic and hydrologic modeling, development of an MOU, and 
costmenefit analyses. 

If YES to # 1, what is the proposed land use change or restriction under the proposal? 

If YES to # 1, is the land currently under a Williamson Act contract? 

YES NO 

If YES to # 1, answer the following: 

Current land use 
Current zoning 
Current general plan designation 

If YES to #1, is the land classified as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or Unique Farmland on the 
Department of Conservation Important Farmland Maps? 

YES 
- 
NO 

- 
DON’T KNOW 

If YES to # 1, how many acres of land will be subject to physical change or land use restrictions under the proposal? 

If YES to # 1, is the property currently being commercial I y f armed or grazed? 

- 
YES NO 

If YES to #8, what are the number of employeeslacre 
the total number of employees 



10. Will the applicant acquire any interest in land under the proposal (fee title or a conservation easement)? 

YES NO 
x 

11. What entitylorganization will hold the interest? 

12. If YES to # 10, answer the following: 

Total number of acres to be acquired under proposal 
Number of acres to be acquired in fee 
Number of acres to be subject to conservation easement 

13. For all proposals involving physical changes to the land or restriction in land use, describe what entity or organization 
will: 

manage the property 
provide operations and maintenance semces 
conduct monitoring 

14. For land acquisitions (fee title or easements), will existing water rights also be acquired? 

YES 
- 
NO 

15. Does the applicant propose any modifications to the water right or change in the delivery of the water? 

YES NO 
x 

16. If YES to # 15, describe 



STATE OF WFORNU 

NONDISCRIMINATION COMPLIANCE STATEMENT 
sm. 19 (REV. Wq 

WHPANY W E  Yolo Basin Foundation, Inc. 

The company named above (herinafter referred to as "prospective contractor") hereby certifies, unless 

specifically exempted, compliance with Government Code Section 12990 (a-f) and California Code of 

Regulations, Title 2, Division 4, Chapter 5 in matters relating to reporting requirements and the 

development, implementation and maintenance of a Nondiscrimination Program. Prospective contractor 

agrees not to unlawfully discriminate, harass or allow harassment against any employee or applicant for 

employment because of sex, race, color, ancestly, religious creed, national origin, physical disability 

(including HIV and AIDS), medical condition (cancer), age (over 40), marital status, denial of family 

care leave and denial of pregnancy disability leave. 

CERTIFICATION 

I, the official named below, hereby swear that I am duly authorized to legally bind the prospective 
contractor to the above described certification. I am f i l ly  aware that this certification, executed on the 
date and in the county below, is made under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
California. 

DATE E X E U m D  IEXECUED IN THE cwm OF 



SWX<CalZ'Xl-h DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES The Rcswrees A g e q  

-=NO. 
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State of California DEPARTMEKT OF WATER RESOURCES 

. .  
Agreement No.: 

Exhibit: 

ADDITIONAL STANDARD CLAUSES 

Recycled MateAals. Contractor hereby certifies under penalty of perjury that 0 
(enter value or “0”) percent of the materials, goods and supplies offered or products 
used in the performance of this Agreement meet or exceed the minimum percentage of 
recycled material as defined in,S&tions 12161 and 12200 of the Public Contract Code. 

Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is held invalid or unenforceable by any 
court of final jurisdiction, it is the intent of the parties that all other provisions of this 
Agreement be mhstrued to remain fully valid, enforceable, and binding on the parties. 

Governing Law. This Agreement is governed by and shall be interpreted in 
accordance with the laws of the . .  State of California. I 
YZK Language. The Contractor warrants and represents that the goods or, services 
sold, leased, or licensed to the State of California, its agencies, or its political 
subdivisions, pursuant to this Agreement are “Year 2000 compliant” For purposes of 
this Agreement. a good or service is Year 2000 compliant if it will continue to fully 
function before, at, and after the Year 2000 without interruption and, if applicable, with 
full ability to accurately and unambiguously process, display, compare, calculate, 
manipulate, and othelwise utilize date information. This warranty and representation 
supersedes all warranty disclaimers and limitations and all limitations on liability 
provided by or through the Contractor. 

Child Support Compliance Act. For any agreement in excess of $100,000, the 
Contractor acknowledges in accordance therewith, that: 

1. The Contractor recognizes the importance of child and family suppbrt 
obligations and shall fully comply with all applicable State and federal laws 
relating to child and family support enforcement, including, but not limited to, 
disclosure of information and compliance with earnings assignment’orders. 
as provided in Chapter 8 (commencing with Section 5200) of Part 5 of 
Division 9 of the Family Code; and 

‘2. The Contractor, to the best of its knowledge, is fully complying with the 

. all new employees to the New Hire Rgistry maintained by the California 
earnings assignment orders of all employees and is ,providing the names of 

Employment Development Department. 

I DWR 409% (New 2/98) 



APPLICATION FOR 
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 2. DATE SUBMITTED 

OMB Approval No. 03480043 

Applicant Identifier 

#"y / 5 /  L O O 0  
, . R P E  OF SUBMISSION: 1 Stale Application Identifier 3. DATE RECEIVED BY STATE 

6. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER(E1N): 
r n - l A l ? l  > l / 7 l 7 l  . I  . I  

7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (enterappropliate lenerin box) m 

d ~ e w  0 Continuation [7 Revision C. Municipal J. Private University 
D. Township 
E. Interslate 

K. Indian Tribe 
L. Individual 

F. Intermunicipal M. Profit Organizalw 
If Revision. enter appropriate lener(s) in box(es) n o  

A. Inmasa Award B. Decrease Award C. Increase Duratian 
D. Decrease Duratiin Other(specify): 

G. Special Dislrict N. Other (Spedfy) JonpcoF.+(cxrp. 
9. NAME OF FEDERAL AGENCY 

10. CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE NUMBER: 

I - l - l - r n 1  YolL) Bypas5 f - - ) G w e r r = n J -  
11. DESCRIPTlVETITLE OF APPLICANTS PROJECT: 

TITLE 
1 1 .  AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (Cities, Counfies. Sfafes. elc.): 

Y*/Q , SL)/G no ( ( 4 1 1 4 . )  
13. PROPOSED PROJECT 14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS O F  

I 

Ib'Pmi&Th I ' T ~  
15. ESTIMATED FUNDING: 116. IS APPLICATION SUBJECTTO REVIEW BY STATE EXECUTIVE 

a. Federal 
ORDER 12372 PROCESS7 

s 

b. Applicant s 
c. Stale 

d. Local 

s 

e. Other 

$ 

s 

m 

a. YES. THIS PREAPPLlCATlONlAPPLlCATlON WAS MADE 
m AVAtlABLE TO THE STATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372 

PROCESS FOR REVIEW ON: 
m 

DATE - 
m 

- 

b. No. PROGRAM IS NOT COVERED BY E. 0.12372 
m 0 OR PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE 

FOR REVIEW 
~ 

1. Program lnwrne 

18. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, ALL DATA IN THIS APPLlCATlONlPREAPPLlCATlON ARE TRUE AND CORRECT, THE 

s g. TOTAL 

s 

DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DULY AUTHORtZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT WILL COMPLY WTH THE 
ATTACHED ASSURANCES IF THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED. - 

m 

17. IS THE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERAL DEBT? 

Yes If "Yes." attach an explanation. 

b. lille 1 ExeLJ h ' d e  3, i c c k v  C 3 - s )  1 5 % - 7 ~ ~ 0  
c. Telephone Number 

Previous Edition Usable 
Authorized for Local Reprcduclion Prescribed by OMB Circular A-I02 

'Standdrd Form 424 (Rev. 7-97) 



BUDGET INFORMATION - Non-Construction Programs OMB Approval No. 0348.0044 

SECTION A - BUDGET SUMMARY 

- 
Catalog of Federal 

Domestic Assistance 

j .  Indirect Charges I I 
k. TOTALS (sum of 6i and 6j) 

7. Program Income 
Authorized for Local Reproduction Standard Form 424A (Rev. 7-97) 

Prescribed by OMP ClrcuIar A-102 
Prevlou- ‘dillon Usable 



SECTION C - NON-FEDERAL RESOURCES 
(a) Grant Program (b) Applicant (c) State I (d) Other Sources 1 (e) TOTALS 

10. 

11. 

I . \  

+ I I I I 

12. TOTAL (sum oflines 8-11) $ $ $ $ 

SECTION D -FORECASTED CASH NEEDS 
Total for 1st Year 1 1st Puarter 2nd Quarter I 3rd Quarter I 4th Quarter 

13. Federal 
$ $ $ $ $ 

14. Nan-Federal 

15. TOTAL (sun7 oflines 73 and 14) $7q,355.8 $ 77, 'ss.3 $ IIqO78.7 $ 1 \y  078.7 $ 396 q 2 q  I I 

SECTION E - BUDGET ESTIMATES OF FEDERAL FUNDS NEEDED FOR BALANCE OF THE PROJECT 

(a) Grant Program FUTURE FUNDING PERIODS (Years) 
(b) First / (c) Second I (d) Third I (e) Fourth 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. TOTAL (sum oflines 16-19) $ $ $ $ 

+ 

SECTION F - OTHER BUDGET INFORMATION 

(-Charges: 

~~ 

122. Indirect Charges: 

b e m a r k s :  
I 

I 
Authorized for Local Reproduction Standard Form 424A (Rev --97) Page 2 



ASSURANCES - NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 
OM8 Approval NO. 03484040 

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 15 minutes per response, including time for reviewing 
instrudions. searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of 

reducing this burden, to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwod( Reduction Project (03486040). Washington. DC 20503. 
information. Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information. including suggestions for 

PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR COMPLETED FORM TO THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET. 
SEND ITTO THE ADDRESS PROVIDED BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY. 

~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ 

NOTE: Certain of these assurances may not be applicable to your project or program. If you have questions, please contact the 
awarding agency. Further, certain Federal awarding agencies may require applicants to certify to additional assurances. If such 
is the case, you will be notified. 

As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, I certify that the applicant: 

1. Has the legal authority to apply for Federal assistance 
and the institutional, managerial and financial capability 
(including funds sufficient to pay the non-Federal share 
of project cost) to ensure proper planning, management 
and completion of the project described in this 
application. 

2. Will give the awarding agency, the Comptroller General 
of the United States and. if appropriate. the State, 
through any authorized representative, access to and 
the right to examine all records. books. papers. or 
documents related to the award; and will establish a 
proper accounting system in accordance with generally 
accepted accounting standards or agency directives. 

3. Will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from 
using their positions for a purpose that constitutes or 
presents the appearance of personal or organizational 
conflict of interest, or personal gain. 

4. Will initiate and complete the work within the applicable 
time frame aRer receipt of approval of the awarding 
agency. 

5. WIII comply with the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 
1970 (42 U.S.C. 9947284763) relating to prescribed 
standards for merit systems for programs funded under 
one of the 19 statutes or regulations specified in 
Appendix A of OPMs Standards for a Merit System of 
Personnel Administration (5 C.F.R. 900, Subpart F). 

6. Will comply with all Federal statutes relating to 

(a) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352) 
nondiscrimination. These include but are not limited to: 

which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color 
or national origin: (b) Title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972, as amended (20 U.S.C. 551681- 

the basis of sex; (c) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation 
1683, and 16851686). which prohibits discrimination on 

Previous Edition Usable 

Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. 5794). which 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of handicaps; (d) 
the Age Discrimination Act of 1975. as amended (42 

on the basis of age; (e) the Drug Abuse Office and 
U.S.C. ~~6101-6107). which prohibits discrimination 

Treatment Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-255). as amended, 
relating to nondiscrimination on the basis of drug 
abuse; (9 the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and 

Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-616). as amended, relating to 
Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation 

nondiscrimination on the basis of alcohol abuse or 
alcoholism; (9) 5s57.3 and 527 of the Public Health 
Service Act of 1912 (42 U.S.C. §§290 dd-3 and 290 ee 
3), as amended, relating to confidentiality of alcohol 
and drug abuse patient records; (h) Title Vlll of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. $53601 et seq.). as 
amended, relating to nondiscrimination in the sale, 
rental or financing of housing: (i) any other 
nondiscrimination provisions in the specific statute@) 
under which application for Federal assistance is being 
made: and, (j) the requirements of any other 
nondiscrimination statute(s) which may apply to the 
application. 

7. Will comply, or has already complied. with the 
requirements of Titles II and 111 of the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646) which provide for 
fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced or 
whose property is acquired as a result of Federal or 
federally-assisted programs. These requirements apply 
to all interests in real property acquired for project 
purposes regardless of Federal participation in 
purchases. 

8. Will comply. as applicable, with provisions Of the 
Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. 5§1501-1508 and 7324-7328) 
which limit the political activities of employees whose 
principal employment activities are funded in whole Or 
in part with Federal funds. 

Standard Form 4248 (Rev. 7-97) 
Authorized for Local Reproduction Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102 



9. Will comply, as applicable, with the provisions of the Davis- 

(40 U.S.C. g276c and 18 U.S.C. 9674). and the Contract 
Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. g9276a to 276a-7). the Copeland Act 

Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. $5327- 
333). regarding labor standards for federally-assisted 
construction subagreements. 

10. Will comply. if applicable. with flood insurance purchase 
requirements of Section 102(a) of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234) which requires 
recipients in a special flood hazard area to participate in the 

insurable construction and acquisition is $10,000 or more. 
program and to purchase flood insurance if the total cost of 

11. Will comply with environmental standards which may be 

environmental quality control measures under the National 
prescribed pursuant to the following: (a) institution of 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190) and 
Executive Order (EO) 11514; (b) notification of violating 
facilities pursuant to EO 11738; (c) protection of wetlands 
pursuant to EO 11990: (d) evaluation of flood hazards in 
floodplains in accordance with EO 11988: (e) assurance of 
project consistency with the approved State management 

Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. $91451 et seq.); (0 conformity of 
program developed under the Coastal Zone Management 

under Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act of 1955, as 
Federal actions to State (Clean Air) Implementation Plans 

amended (42 U.S.C. $97401 et seq.): (9) protection of 
underground sources of drinking water under the Safe 

and. (h) protection of endangered species under the 
Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (P.L. 95523): 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (P.L. 93- 
205). 

12. Will comply with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 

components or potential wmponents of the national 
1968 (16 U.S.C. 991271 et seq.) related to protecting 

wild and scenic rivers system. 

13. Will assist the awarding agency in assuring compliance 

Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. w70), EO 11593 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Presewation 

(identication and protection of historic properlies). and 
the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 
1974 (16 U.S.C. $§469a-1 et seq.). 

14. Will comply with P.L. 93-348 regarding the protection of 
human subjects involved in research, development. and 
related activities supported by this award of assistance. 

15. Will comply with the Laboratory Animal Welfare Act of 

seq.) pertaining to the care, handling, and treatment of 
1966 (P.L. 89-544, as amended, 7 U.S.C. §$2131 et 

warm blooded animals held for research, teaching, or 
other activities supported by this award of assistance. 

16. Will comply with the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning 
Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. 9w801 et seq.) which 
prohibits the use of lead-based paint in construction or 
rehabilitation of residence structures. 

17. Will cause to be performed the required financial and 
compliance audits in accordance with the Single Audit 
Act Amendments of 1996 and OMB Circular No. A-133, 
'Audits of States, Local Governments. and Non-Profit 
Organizations." 

18. Will comply with all applicable requirements of all other 
Federal laws, executive orders, regulations, and policies 
governing this program. 

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED CERTIFYING OFFICIAL TITLE 

-8- L-xe(d A7.z B, -c&v' 
"PPLICANT ORGANIZATION DATE SUBMllTED 

I 5//4 /o 0 
Standard Form 4248 (Rev. 7-97) Back 



US. Department of the Interior 

Certifications Regarding Debarment, Suspension and 
Other Responsibility Matters, Drug-Free Workplace 

Requirements and Lobbying 

Persons signing this form should refer to the regulations 
referenced below for complete instructions: 

Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other 

pmqecheprimayparticipant further agrees by submitting 
Responsibility Matters - Primary Covered Transactions -The 

this proposal that it will include the clause titled, 
'cBssgson Regadins Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility 
dVo lun tayWus ion  -Lower l l e r  Covered Transaction," 
provided by  the department or agency entering into this 
mwredkansaction, without modification, in all lower tier 
d transactions and in all solicitations for lower tier 

this form for certification and sign; or use Department of the 
mwredtmsactions. See below for language to be used; use 

IrtetrForm 1954 (Dl-1954). (See Appendix A of Subpart D of 
43 CFR Part 12.) 

W i n  Regarding Debarment, Suspension. Ineligibility and 
Voluntary Exclusion - Lower Xer Covered Transactions - (See 
Appendix B of Subpart D of 43 CFR Part 12.) 

Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements - 
M e  I. (Grantees Other Than Individuals) and Alternate 11. 
(-Who are Individuals) - (See Appendix C of Subpart D 
of 43 CFR Part 12.) 

Wrn this form provides for compliance with certification 
reqienets under 43 CFR Parts 12 and 18. The certifications 
Mte treated as a material representation of fact upon which 
reliance will be placed when the Department of the Interior 
deternit0 award the covered transaction. grant, cooperative 
agreement or loan. 

PARTA: Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters - 
Primary Covered Transactions 

C H E C K d F  THIS CERTIFlCllllON IS FORA PtUMARY COVERED TRANSACllONAND IS APPLICABLE. 

(1) The prospective primary participant certiies to the best of its knowledge and belief, that it and its principals: 

(a) PrendmdEbmed. suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible. or voluntarily excluded from covered 
transactions by any Federal department or agency; 

(b) H a v e n i W a w e p k d  preceding this proposal been convicted of or had a civil judgment rendered against them 
fuconm6sion Of fraud or a criminal offense in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public 
(F~SlateutcOhinsact ion or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal or State antitrust statutes or 
Ommkhd€mbz2mwnt. theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of records, making false statements, or 
receiving stolen property: 

(c) P r e r c t ~ ~ & f u c r d h T w i s e  criminally or civilly charged by a governmental entity (Federal, State or local) with 
commission of any of the offenses enumerated in paragraph (l)(b) of this certification; and 

(d) HavendWahesyear period preceding this applicatiodproposai had one or more public transactions (Federal, State 
or local) terminated for cause or default. 

(2) R'kmWprEixiive primary participant is unable to certiiy to any of the statements in this certification. such prospective 
participant shall attach an explanation to this proposal. 

PARTE: Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, lnel igibi l i tyand Voluntary Exclusion - 
Lower  Tier Covered Transactions 

CHECK - IF JhIS CERTIFlCAllON IS FOR A LOWER TIER COVERED TRANSACnON AND IS APPLICABLE. 

(1) W w e k t k r ~ m t F i e s .  by submission of this proposal. that neither it nor its principals is presently debarred. 
sUjFBdgtproposed for debarment, declared ineligible. or voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction by any 
Federal department or agency. 

(2) R ' k m t e ~ e b w e r  tier participant is unable to certify to any of the statements in this certification. such Prospective 
participant shall attach an explanation to this proposal. 

01-2010 



PARTC: Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements 
~~ ~ 

WECK~IFMlSCERTlFlCATlONISFORANAPPUC4NTWHOISNOTANlNDlVlDUAL 

Alternate I. (Grantees Other Than Individuals) 

A. The grantee certifies that it will or continue to provide a drug-free workplace by: 

(a) Fl&kgas&mcrtrrtifying employees that the unlawful manufacture, distribution. dispensing, possession. or use of a 
m&sJ=nzkpoh ib i t ed  in the grantee's workplace and specifying the actions that wil l  be taken against employees 
for violation of such prohibition; 

(b) Establishing an ongoing drug-free awareness program to inform employees about- 

I 2) The orantee's wlicv of maintainino a druo-free wrkolace: 
1) The dangers of drug abuse in the wrkplace; 

. ~ I  

(3) Any available drug counseling. reLabilita;on. and employee assistance programs; and 
(4) The penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse violations occurring in the workplace; 

~"~ ~~~~ r~ ~, 

(c) fvWigtacx&im&ti-fteach employee to be engaged in the performance of the grant be given a copy of the statement 
required by paragraph (a): 

(d) WyqU-eenWee in the statement required by paragraph (a) that, as a condition of employment under the grant. the 
employee will - 
(1) Abide by the terms of the statement; and 
(2) Ndfv U-eemixffnwtmd tis or her conviction for a violation of a criminal drug statute occurring in the WrkplaCe 

no liter than five calgndar days after such conviction; 

(e) WYigthsagrcy nwriting. within ten calendar days after receiving notice under subparagraph (d)(2) from an employee 
C r d h v k e ~ i n g  actual notice of such conviction. Employers of convicted employees,must pmvide notice, including 
pSill&k,tO~ley gat officer on whose grant activity the convicted employee was worklng. unless the Federal agency 
hasds$FzkdaO3W~fcrU-er2ceipt of such notices. Notice shall include the identification number(s) of each affected 
grant; 

(f) T&-QUedU-efdahig&ins. within 30 calendar days of receiving notice under subparagraph (d)(2). with respect to any 
employee who is so convicted - 
(1) T-appmpriate personnel action against such an employee. up to and including termination, consistent with the 

(2) &qii-gsuhBnFbymbparticipate satisfactorily in a drug abuse assistance or rehabilitation program approved for 
requirements of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. as amended; or 

such purposes by a Federal. State, or local health. law enforcement, or other appropriate agency; 

(9) hMgagxdfdheffattocatiue to maintain a drug-free workplace through implementation of paragraphs (a). (b). (c). (d). 
(e) and (f). 

6. l lwp te?may  m e t i l t h e ~ p w i W b E l o w  the site@) for the performance of wrk done in connection with the specific grant: 

Place of Performance (Street address, city, county. state, dp code) 

Check -if  there are wrkplaces on file that are not identified here. 
~~~ ~ 

PARTD Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements 
~~ 

WECK - IF M I S  CERTlFlCATlON IS FOR AN APPLIC4NT WHO IS AN INDIVIDUAL. 

Alternate 11. (Grantees Who Are Individuals) 

(a) ltegata certifies that, as a condition of the grant. he or she will not engage in the unlawful manufacture, distribution. 
dispensing. possession, or use of a controlled substance in conducting any activity with the grant; 

(b) i f c u ~ a d d a a i n i c h g d f e n s e  resulting from a violation occurring during the conduct of any grant activity, he or she 
M ~ U - e c n ~ ~ n w i i - g .  within 10 calendar days of the conviction. to the grant officer or other designee. unless the 
FajerdagncydesgrtesaQnhiipoint for the receipt of such notices. When notice is made to such a central point. it shall 
include the identification number(s) of each affected grant. 

Dl-2010 
WBhh 1995 
(This form conwidatel 01-1953. 01-1954. 
01-1955.01-1956 and 01.19631 



PART E: Certification Regarding Lobbying 
Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements 

THE AMOUNTEXCEEDS $100.000: A FEDERAL GRANTOR COOPERATIVE A G E E M E M .  
CHECK/;F CERnFlCATION IS FOR THE AWARD OF ANY OF THE FOLLOWNG AND 

s u ~ m m c z  OR SUBGRANT UNDER THE GRANT OR c o o p E m n v E  AGREEMENT 

CHECK - IF CERTIFICATION IS FOR THE AWARD OF A FEDERAL 
LOANMCEEDING THEAMOUNTOF$150,000. ORASUBGRANTOR 

SUBCONTRACTEXCEEDING $loo.ooo, UNDER THE LOAN. 

The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that: 

(1) N o F g k d q p " f u n d s  have been paid or will be paid, by oron behalf of the undersigned, to any person for influencing 
a&m&tigtoinence;cffiior employee of an agency, a Member of Congress, and officer or employee of Congress, or 
m~eedaMw&rd&pssageah  connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, 
Pemaking of any Federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, 
amendment, or modification of any Federal contract, grant. loan, or cooperative agreement. 

(2) Ifayf~CUErUmFederaal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to 
ifiacemdfceraenctyad a y  agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of 
ahkxnkrd Congress in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan. or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall 
complete and submit Standard Form-LLL. "Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying," in accordance with its instructions. 

(3) li-eurkSipjSh3 require that the language of this certification be included in the award documents for all subawards at all 
t%~?.(trMrgsd~xdm%, s-. and contracts under grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients 
shall certify accordingly. 

lk cebi i i f iarraterial  representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this transaction was made or entered into. 

&?j FesolHh3fals to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than 
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APPENDIX A. NEXT PHASE FUNDING REQUEST 

Project Description and Status: This proposal is the next phase in CALFED Project No. 98E-11, 
Ecosystem Restoration Strategy for the Yolo Bypass (Bypass) fimded under the Watershed Stewardship 
Category. The project name was changed to the Yolo Bypass Management Strategy during the initial 
planning process. The Yolo Basin Foundation (Foundation) is ten months into a 15-month process to 
develop a locally driven, long-term management strategy for the entire Bypass (Figure 1). The final 
product of this project (expected by summer 2000) is a document entitled “Yolo Bypass Management 
Strategy” (Management (Strategy) (Figure 2). The purpose of this project is to create a Yolo Bypass 
Working Group (Workmg Group) of landowners, water users, and agencies involved in management or 
regulation of activities in the Bypass. 

Project Team: Robin Kulakow, Foundation Executive Director, serves as Contract Manager. Team 
members from Jones & Stokes (the project consultant) include Mike Rushton, Principal-in-Charge; Dave 
Ceppos, Project Manager, FacilitatiodStakeholder Development Specialist, and Natural Resource Planner; 
Steve Chainey, Restoration Ecologist; Warren Shaul, Fish HabitatPopulation Specialist; and Gus Yates, 
Hydrologist. Ted Sommer, Fisheries Specialist with the California Department of Water Resources, has 
also provided technical consultation. 

Project Fiscal Status: Project budget is $244,188. It is proceeding on budget. 

Regulatory/Implementation Issues: There currently are no outstanding regulatory or implementation 
issues that affect Phase I of this project. The proposed Phase I1 project would address regulatory and 
implementation issues identified by the Working Group as part of Task 4 (development of amemorandum 
of understanding between the agencies and the Working Group). 

Accomplishments to Date: The Working Group has been meeting monthly since November 1999 with 
an increasing number of landowners and other stakeholders attending each meeting. Owners and managers 
of privately managed wetlands (duck clubs), agricultural land, and mineral rights and lease holders are all 
involved in the discussions. Guest speakers and technical experts, including technical team members Gus 
Yates, TedSommer and Warren Shaul, have presented information to the Working Group. The following 
individuals have also given presentations: Ricardo Pineda, Chief Engineer with the State Reclamation 
Board; Bill Gaines with the California Waterfowl Association (CWA); Tom Harvey, Project Manager for 
the proposed U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) North DeltaNational Wildlife Refuge (NDNWR); 
Tim Washburn with the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency; Dan Keppen with the Northern 
California Water Association; Larry Plumb and Val Dolcini with the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Farm Services Agency; Dave Feliz, Manager of the California Department of Fish and Game 
(DFG) Vic Fazio Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area; and Phil Hogan with the USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS). 

Key issues discussed include historical flood flow and low flow data, proposed ecological enhancement 
activities and land-use changes, maintenance of existing livelihood and lifestyle, changes to land 
management practices posed by the potential presence of special-status species, potential effects on flood 
conveyance resulting from ecological enhancement activities, government programs available for funding 
habitat management on private lands, and fair market compensation for ecological enhancement activities. 
The proposed NDNWR has also been an important topic of discussion. 

The monthly Working Group meetings have been very successful in developing a cohesive group that is 
openly discussing many issues of mutual concern and developing creative solutions to the complex issues 
facing land managers in the Bypass. These meetings will continue through the duration of the project. In 
the next several months the project team will facilitate the development of land-use alternatives with the 
Working Group and will incorporate them into the Management Strategy document. 
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The project team has obtained information from representatives of entities that have formed land 
management partnerships between public and private entities in the region to learn about the structure of 
their partnerships and to discuss their experience with forming these partnerships. The team met with 
representatives from The Nature Conservancy’s (TNC) Cosumnes River Preserve (Preserve), and with 
CWA to discuss management of the Preserve and the Grasslands Irrigation District. The team met with 
representatives of the NRCS, DFG, USFWS, CWA, and TNC to collect information on potential fknding 
options for implementing portions of the Management Strategy. The project team also conducted internet 
searches for additional potential funding sources and has assembled extensive information on state and 
federal landowner incentive programs. 

The project team has met several times with local avian, wildlife, and fisheries specialists to begin to 
formulate initial potential alternatives for expanding wildlife habitat in the Bypass while maintaining 
agricultural viability and flood conveyance capacity. 

Deliverables: Quarterly programmatic reports, general project communications, and the Management 
Strategy document. 

Scientific Merit: Hypothesis: The Foundation believes that by organizing the Working Group of 
stakeholders with an interest in the Bypass, a locally driven, consensus-based Management Strategy that 
will address the goals ofthe CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (ERF’P)can bedeveloped with 
the support of the affected community of landowners. 

Conceptual Model: The conceptual model based on working with landowners, farmers, agencies and 
other interests through an organized process to develop a mutually satisfactov plan for the future of the 
Bypass follows the successful model instituted by the Foundation to facilitate the multi-agency, 
community-based partnership that led to the creation ofthe 3,700-acre DFGVic Fazio Yo10 Wildlife Area. 
This partnership is often cited as an example of the concept of successful community involvement. 

Adaptive Management: The project team employs an adaptive management style for facilitating the 
stakeholder consensus-building process by responding to new information and stakeholder reactions with 
new or modified approaches to the process. By participating in the Working Group, landowners, farmers, 
and other land managers are being exposed to the concept of adaptive management as defined by CALFED 
in the ERPP. They have the opportunity to discuss their land management techniques and hear how others 
are responding to similar situations. This interaction between the private landowners and agency 
representatives is giving both the opportunity to learn from each other and perhaps modify their actions 
accordingly. 
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APPENDIX C. LETTERS OF SUPPORT 



HELEN MACLEOD THOMSON 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN. EIGHTH DISTRICT 

AsslsrmT SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

May 5,2000 

Dear CALFED Administrator: 

I write in support of the proposal submitted to CALFED by the Yolo Basin 
Foundation and the Yolo Bypass Working Group. 

Since November 1999 the Foundation and Working Group have been in discussions 
to develop a locally-driven, long-term management strategy for the entire Yolo Bypass. The 
goal is to create a working group of landowners, water users and other relevant agencies 
associated with the functions of the Bypass to create a Yolo Bypass Management Strategy 
that will: 

* Maintain current flood conveyance capacity; 
* Maintain current agricultural and other land uses and their associated lifestyles; 
* Preserve existing habitat values; 
* Assist farmers in implementing economically feasible and "wildlife friendly" practices; 
* Improve fish passage, and spawning and rearing habitats; and 
* Improve shorebird and waterfowl habitat. 

Meetings to date have been very successful in forging a cohesive working 
group that is openly discussing these many issues. The preliminary result of these meetings 
has been a general willingness by landowners to discuss habitat-based land use changes in 
the Yolo Bypass provided that certain factors are comprehensively addressed so that 
icformed decisions can be made. The proposal you are being asked to support addresses 
these factors: 

Analysis of existing compensation programs for habitat-based land use changes to 
determine if they are appropriate for the Bypass. If not, specific fair market 
compensation methods would be developed by locally determined agricultural land 
appraisers and economists and with Bypass landowners. 

Development of a site-sensitive hydrologic and hydraulic model to be used to assess 
potential impacts to the overall flood conveyance in the Bypass of proposed land use 
changes. This model would be additive to existing and ongoing macro-level modeling 
efforts by the US Army Corps of Engineers. 



Development of a Memorandum of Understanding among stakeholders that 
outlines key assurances regarding flood conveyance, special status species, and fair 
market compensation and establishes the Yolo Bypass Working Group for future 
discussions. 

In order to be successful, habitat-based land use changes in the Bypass must have 
support of all stakeholders. Actions must be locally driven and approached in a coordinated 
fashion consistent with an overall plan. I urge your strong support for the activities 
described above as they comprise an important step in reaching the necessary consensus for a 
healthy future for the Yolo Bypass. Thank you for your favorable consideration of this 
proposal. 

Sincerely, 

HELEN M. THOMSON 

HT:ef 



625 Court Street. Room 204 Woodland. California 95695 (530) 666-8195 FAX (530) 666-8193 

First District - Mike McGowan 
Second District - Lois Wolk 

Fourth District - Dave Rosenberg 
Fifth District - Lynne1 Pollcck 
CountyAdminisVator-VictwSingh 
Clerk of the Board - Paula Cooper 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Third District-TomStallard 

May 12,2000 

Steve Ritchie, Acting Executive Director 
CALFED Bay-Delta Program 
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155 
Sacramento, CA. 95814 

Subject: Ecosystem Restoration 2001 Proposal Solicitation 

Dear Mr. Ritchie, 

The Yolo County Board of Supervisors is writing to express our support for funding the 
Yolo Basin Foundation’s proposal for the Yolo Bypass Management Strategy, Phase I I .  
The purpose of Phase I, now underway, is to create a working group of landowners, 
water users, and relevant agencies to create an overall vision for managing multiple 
resource needs within the Bypass, including maintenance of flood conveyance 
capacity: preservation of existing agricultural production; encouragement of 
economically feasible farm practices that improve wildlife opportunities; and protection 
and enhancement of current habitat values. 

A Working Group of local landowners has been meeting regularly over the past six 
months to discuss the range of challenges that presently face those who own property 
within the Yolo Bypass. This effort has identified several needs, which would be 
addressed through the next steps in the Management Strategy process. Specifically 
the proposal would focus on the following issues: 

- Analyze current compensation programs for habitat-based land use changes to 
determine if they are appropriate for the Bypass. If not, specific fair market 
compensation methods would be developed by locally determined agricultural land 
appraisers, economists, and Bypass landowners; 

- Create a site-sensitive hydrologic and hydraulic model to be used to assess 
potential impacts of ecological enhancement projects on the overall flood 
conveyance; 

Develop a Memorandum of Understanding between landowners, resource 
agencies, and other parties with an interest in the Bypass that outlines key issues 
critical to the management of the Bypass for multiple uses. The emphasis of the 
MOU would be to link the Management Strategy process to actual implementation 



of projects that enhance ecological values, protect agriculture and duck club 
economic viability, and ensure the flood conveyance of the Bypass.; 

- Prepare a benefit and cost analysis of ecological enhancement opportunities within 
the Bypass; 

- Evaluate how critical decision-making on issues relating to the Bypass could be 
improved and monitor the effectiveness of the Working Group in implementing the 
above programs; and 

The project is being sponsored by the Yolo Basin Foundation for the Working Group. 
The Foundation has many years of experience in coordinating with a wide range of 
public and private partners, including the Department of Fish and Game, the City of 
Davis, US. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and California 
Waterfowl Association. Through their efforts, the Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area has 
become a model project for demonstrating the array opportunities that can be 
accomplished through the successful partnership of resource agencies, city and county 
governments, landowners, farmers, and flood control interests. The next phase of the 
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy would be a logical extension of this established 
approach. 

enhance the compatibility of agriculture and habitat. The actions described above will 
New ways need to be found to develop financial and regulatory mechanisms to 

play a key role in creating the partnerships between the farm and environmental 
communities necessary to achieve the CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Plan. As such, 
the Foundation’s proposal deserves to be fully funded to ensure its complete success. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express the County’s support of the Yolo Basin 
Foundation and its efforts. 

Y o ounty Board of Supervisors v? 



Yolo Bypass Working Group 
P.O. Box 943 
Davis, CA 95617 

May 10,2000 

Dear Yolo Bypass Working Group, 

The Dixon Resource Conservation District voted unanimously on May 9,2000 to support 
your most recent CALFED grant proposal for the Yolo Bypass. 

The participation of local stakeholders is necessary for the development of any successful 
management plan for the bypass. The goals you have outlined for the proposal are 
significant to any plan that includes land use changes from current practices. 

Please contact us if there is any assistance we may provide to the workgroup. 

Sincerely, 

e-h&A&- 
Charles Misuraca 
Chairman 


